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SUMMARY
The Faculty Senate Ad Hoc Institutional Planning and Budget Committee is pleased to present this report to the Faculty Senate.  The committee was charged with exploring issues around the need to re-establish the Planning and Budget Committee, which was eliminated in 2000.  As part of the committee’s work, eight institutions, chosen from different peer institution lists, were benchmarked.  The committee met with administrators seeking their perspectives on the value of such a committee. The Faculty Senate Chair and Chair Elect were also interviewed. 

This report details the original charge, the process the committee used to accomplish its charge, the findings, and finally recommendations.  

The report includes the following Appendices:
A – Peer Lists

B – Benchmark Study Questions

C – Benchmark Study Comparisons

D – Administrator Questions

COMMITTEE MEMBERS

Dane Apaletgui

Denise Baclawski, Chair

Fred de Rafols

Scott Mensing

CHARGE
Until 2000, the Faculty Senate had a standing committee on Institutional Budgets.  The committee became inactive due to the role of the University Planning Committee (UPC).  Since the UPC was eliminated, the question has been raised if a budget committee should be re-established.  The Ad Hoc Institutional Planning and Budget Committee is charged with exploring this issue.  The specific charge for the committee is as follows:

1. Identify institutions where faculty senates have a role in the planning and budgeting process.  Review the processes at these institutions and their applicability to UNR.

2. Discuss potential roles in the budget process with UNR administrators.

3. At the April 17, 2008 meeting of the Faculty Senate, provide a report with recommendations of what might be implemented at UNR.

PROCESS USED
The committee developed the following processes for evaluating the questions raised in the charge.

Charge One:

1. Establish a list of  “peer” institutions to benchmark against

2. Develop a set of questions 

3. Conduct study

4. Compare results, identify trends

Charge Two:

1. Decide which UNR administrators to interview

2. Develop a set of questions

3. Conduct interviews

4. Compare results, identify trends

Charge Three:

1. Discuss results of study and interviews

2. Make recommendation

3. Complete written report and presentation

RESULTS AND FINDINGS

Charge One

A list of “peer” institutions was obtained from the Provost’s Office.  The list includes sub-lists of various peers used in various comparisons over the years, for example, those institutions used in the first cycle of strategic planning are included in one sub-list.  Other sub-lists included Western Land Grants and the 6 PAC.  The peer list is included in this report as Addendum A.
The committee chose eight institutions, representing each of the peer sub-lists.  The final list included Oklahoma State, University of California, Davis, University of Arizona, Arizona State, Oregon State, University of Oregon, Washington State and New Mexico State.

Addendum B is a list of questions the committee developed to study the various institutions.  Internet study, and in some cases, interviews with committee members was conducted.  Addendum D is a comparison of answers among institutions.
General findings:
· Every institution studied has some kind of planning and/or budget committee

· Most committees report to the faculty senate

· Some institutions also have an institutional committee for which one or more members of the senate committee are also members

· Charges vary greatly, but tend to be advisory in nature

· Make recommendations based on process rather than on actual budget allocations

· Effectiveness appears to be determined by the current president - the committees that felt they had valuable and meaningful effectiveness attributed that success directly to the current administration and cited examples of previous administrations where this had not been the case.  Six of the eight institutions did not indicate significant effectiveness.
Charge Two
Personal interviews were conducted with Bruce Shively, Assistant Vice President for Planning Budget and Analysis and Jannet Vreeland, Interim Provost.  The committee developed a list of questions to guide the interviews, though both sessions resulted in interactive discussions beyond the initial ice breaking questions.  Addendum C contains the initial questions.

The committee had planned to email President Glick for his comments, but later determined this was not necessary given Bruce and Jannet’s responses.  Rather, the committee decided to confirm the administrators’ sense of effectiveness with the Faculty Senate Chair and Chair Elect.

General Findings:

· President Glick appears to have established a model for faculty input by including the Faculty Senate Chair and Chair Elect as part of the leadership group responsible for budget decisions
· Administrators seem comfortable with this model, feel it is effective on variety of levels

· Allows faculty more input than have had previously under any president (For example, Bruce stated that the faculty senate has been “extraordinarily involved” during the recent budget challenges)

· Not necessarily just advisory in nature

· Maintains the confidentiality/sensitively associated with some issues by having a high level, limited budget group

Bruce:

· Would like to meet more regularly with Chair and Chair Elect.  Believes this interaction is very fruitful.

· Feels if a committee were formed, it could have effectiveness in two areas:

· Research – process oriented issues

· Assist faculty at large in understanding budget related issues – educational role

· Recommends long committee service terms to facilitate understanding

· Concerned about amount of time it would take to be effective in the research and educational roles

Jannet:
· Strongly believes the formation of a committee would be completely redundant to existing and effective process

· Waste of faculty time

· Many more valuable service opportunities available for faculty

· Was past chair of the budget committee and felt the committee was completely ineffective
· Agreed that committee effectiveness is related to the President’s willingness to accept the committee and that this President has essentially established the model he is comfortable working within.

· If a committee was to be formed, it should be advisory to the Executive Board of the Faculty Senate and not to the President.

· Would prefer Faculty Senate use Bruce Shively and his staff for educational purposes rather than forming a committee

Confirmation Interviews with Chair and Chair Elect:

Steve Rock, Chair:
·  There was a process put into place as a result of the recent budget cuts, but not sure that it is clearly the “model” that will always be used 

· Conceptually, the Chair and Chair Elect were very clearly involved in the recent budget issues.  At the detailed, department level, not so involved.  

· Town Hall meeting format, though not input exactly, also helped faculty feel involved

· Believes many budget issues and decisions should be handled at the college level

· Should continue to evaluate the model for effectiveness over the next several budget sessions.

Bill Follette, Chair Elect:
· Confirmed that the Faculty Senate Chair and Chair Elect have had significant input in the current process. Bill’s overall perceptions is that President Glick has listened and thoughtfully responded to input from faculty leadership while ultimately accepting responsibility for the financial decisions that have been made. 
· Points out that the consultation processes so far have been under unique circumstances and that long range budget discussions could develop differently.

· Agrees the existing process should be codified and communicated and periodically reviewed to be sure a useful relationship is sustained.

RECOMMENDATIONS
Faculty Senate Ad Hoc Institutional Planning and Budget Committee makes the following recommendations:

1. Do not establish a planning and budget committee at this time, but rather utilize the model established by President Glick for faculty input

a. Formalize this model and explain it to faculty senators

b. Seek ways to allow senators and their constituents to have input through the Chair and Chair Elect
c. Communicate to the faculty at large about the system that is in place
2. Meet (Chair and Chair Elect) with Bruce Shively on a more frequent and regular basis, once per semester, for example

3. Invite Bruce and/or Planning, Budget and Analysis staff to Faculty Senate Meetings once per semester
4. Request Planning, Budget and Analysis staff to address any planning and budget related questions or issues raised by senators or their constituents
5. Re-evaluate this model of faculty input into the planning and budget process within one year of any new president

Reasoning:  From the benchmark study, the committee learned that although most institutions have a faculty planning and budget committee, the effectiveness of the committee is often determined by the current university president.  Given that the current president at UNR has established a system he appears to be comfortable with, and one that does allow for faculty input at a high level, the faculty senate should embrace this model to make it as effective as possible. 
APPENDIX A – PEER LISTS

Source:  Provost’s Office

For funding purposes, we list the following as peer institutions:

Oklahoma State - DENISE
Missouri-Kansas City

Auburn

Mississippi State

Washington State

We have also used the following as peers for comparison purposes:

Utah State

Oregon State

**********************************************
Used in 1st cycle of strategic planning.

University of Arizona



Iowa State University

University of California, Davis - FRED
University of Nebraska, Lincoln

University of Colorado, Boulder

University of Utah

Colorado State University


Washington State University

*********************************************
“6-PAC”
University of Arizona
- SCOTT

Oregon State University

Arizona State University - SCOTT

University of Washington

University of Oregon - DANE

Washington State University

*********************************************
Western Land Grant Universities

University of Arizona



New Mexico State University - DANE
Colorado State University


Oregon State University - FRED
University of Hawaii, Manoa


Utah State University

University of Idaho



Washington State University - DENISE
Montana State University


University of Wyoming

APPENDIX B – BENCHMARK STUDY QUESTIONS
Charge 1:  Identify institutions where faculty senates have a role in the planning and budgeting process.  Review the processes at these institutions and their applicability to UNR.
a. Determine Institutions to Benchmark Against

i. Criteria to evaluate list of institutions, for example

1. Size/enrollment

2. Research dollars

3. Land Grant

4. Similar funding model

5. Similar budgetary situations

6. Other?

ii. Review possible institutions – President Glick’s Lists

iii. Select Institutions and Assign to Members

b. Determine Questions We Want to Answer

i. Select criteria for consistent data collection, for example

1. Does the Faculty Senate have such a committee?

2. Does the university also have/(or only have) a committee?

3. What is the name?

4. Composition

5. Mission

6. Charges (last couple of years)

7. Type of accomplishments

8. Personal interview with chair, if possible:

a. Effectiveness/value

b. Significance/status

c. What has changed as a result of the committee’s efforts?

d. How is the committee organized?  What is the process?

e. Any recommendations for us?

f. Other?

APPENDIX C – ADMINISTATOR QUESTIONS
Budget and Planning Committee 

Questions for Bruce Shively/Jannet Vreeland

How can a Faculty Senate Planning and Budget Committee be involved in a meaningful sort of way in the budgeting process?

How could this committee help you?

What issues would you see the committee addressing?

Are there areas we could research or metrics we could develop that would allow us an opportunity for valuable input?”

What type of skill sets would you see as important to have on this committee?
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